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S ’l'he NetWork Advlsory Commlttee devoted lts October 25 27, 1982
' program® meeting to.a discussion of‘ﬂublic/prlvate sector interaction: In” areas
~related to llbrary rletworking, Peécause of the complex mature of the Issues and the .’
potentlally polarleng and, ther fore, inconclusive results that.could have occurred,
" the fact that 'this session ended on a posxtlve\note can be attributed to the
o ;excellent preparatlon done” by the program planmng subcommittee - (Mary Ellen
. Jacabj chair, Henriette Avrain, Brett Butler, Wallace Olsen, Barbara Roblnson, and”
. -‘Ward 'Shaw). In, addltlon, the efforts of Ms.. Jacob, Ms. Robmson, and Sandra Paul-,
;o dn compllmg this report and -the support of the Councll on lerary Resources are
C "'-gratefully ackno;gledged ST - : :

v'
{ -

!

. -~ THis document has beem off1c1ally transrhltted to the Natlonal Conpmxssnon‘ R
on leranes and Informatlon Science. It should - be. noted that the obpinions

' -expressed in this report are those of the-Network Advisory'Committee acting

“'**J T w‘—-~—‘——.~-v’—‘——~,‘—<—-~v-v-- q e ‘*"""-"“';"“"‘""ﬂ‘*“—2'6"A~Ugu‘5t' 1983 ¢ e et e ‘ﬁ e - S )

_..collectively as a'body. apd: not necessarlly those of the 1nd1v1dual orgamzatlons
- ’Jwrepresented on the commlttqe. R - . ‘ -
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. L - e ‘1etteD Avram Charr
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. Indlviduals who i'epresent;organtzatlon# in both t blic and ptivate sectors that

750 The Library of CongfesSg"Network Ad\:j&r Cémmittea is composed of |
4. 7% are in the library and/or information sclence fiefd,/ Organizations, represented on -

F~ !, ©" NAC .include: . natlonal and professional membgrship assoclations, trade. and . .
./: -t instifutional assoclations, national ll rarles/federal information agenciés, national’; - .
Lo ' ,,bib‘%gr' hic ‘networks, regional special bibliographie. system operators, network
St Ser ce_organizations, national refer nce systems and, selected Individual  library

- systems. . ' A O SO BRI 2

. . . Y . N . : L Lo g ' . : '
“w .. NAC's ptimary role is to serje as.an advisory comm’)ttee" to the Library of ./

. Congress:(as its title states) on llbrary and i formiation“networking activitles..-' .
. .o exterpal to LC which will affect its/present dnd future services'and to react to LC
».. " plans .and, strategies for providing services, tp those sectors’ and institutions .
" “represented- by NAC, . In,addition; NAC serves as a sounding board’and forum for "

" the National Commission on Libraries ‘and Information Science, provides input to -

. the Council’ on"Library Resources on the design and development, of anationwide
Y.<, v network, and generally serves as. the .principal forum on national nétwork-planning '~ i
""" -and policy.. NAC's function in -every case is to' discuss‘and clarify issues, raise . :

o

R Tt s v S tichutot i P Ainti Doy I (e Sty et DI A I (R AU S
T matiersTof eoncern, and when appl‘opr;ate,i'.r/zelcommend actions to LC, CLR, or "™
. e o AN

. ¥. 7" NAC represents an. unpaf_‘zil’l'e:léd re$/0t_.’|rc_je._t?hese“age‘hcies’ by.jproviding -
" expert advice on library networking. Mernbers -6f NAC, yoﬁrﬁe,_ notfk only as

C oL . ‘representatives: of the institutions* they ‘tepfésent officially but -also:as highly ;< -

-7 articulate, -knowledgeable individuals in/ the. figld” of networking and’ library:
{ ., automation, They:are typically (ﬁpinion '|eaders ‘in- their organizations and.in their = = -~
"+ professions. - As:such, NAC's influence+as @ forum: for discussion is ‘far more . °
-pervasive than Stggested ‘by the| tWoz‘orﬁthr’Ee ‘megtigs it holds in a year. 'Ther”
-exchange -of opinions within -the NAC 'm{etings‘f.’a d communication .of ‘that . ; -

.7\ NCLIS but not t6 take'direct action itself. /! .

;. information back to their professional colleagues; in' grganizations and institutions . -

" throughout the Unitéd States have been invallable for ‘all cancerned.

e o ‘ S
, .. 4 Program sessions ‘a're'-val‘,,ued.l_)y;‘"_'NA members because they provide a rare
©_ opportunity :to’ step back, frem ’the“ demangs ‘,o'f'{each'_inai‘\\/idua.l yNAC 'member's -,
. institutional ,perspectiver and review issues" relating to. networking on ‘a ‘broader )
" ‘level with the benefit of discussion and dirécted reading. . Some of the, i'ssues“t-h% .
_have been .coyered overt. the pLS'_c years a‘ndlu‘dei" ownership- and: distribution pf ;™=
. bibliographic data,l/'governance and development of a national inetwork;2/ andiZs/
" «- . 'document delivery.  Reports have-been made at the, conferences of the Americar®™:
... . Library Association:and the American Society for Information Science, and various N
-' " papers have been published, 'inclhding the most recent report;” Document Delivgty- ’
*-._Background Papers Commissioned by the Network Advisory Committee.3/ Y
o~ . ' T, 1 T . e N
» .-, The present paper is a!n Qﬁjcgr'o\;}r’r of NAC members' concern ' with .thg. S
S complex' issues _involved with 1'pulf>lic- and” private sector interactions”and-their . .
./ relationship ;to networking actlvit,i:es.'_,-‘."’I.f_-)e;*»reasons for 'this concern, thg” NAC: -
o' .. program 'on%_is topic; and ‘the. conclusions drawn are described. This reﬁc‘)rt'i‘s\ not - &
v+ o .. .intended to®be a definitive. ane{lysis of arly, of the cases ‘mentionéd’ but tather to. 7.

\

~5

o,
o

. % identify and highlight issues df concernjin library networking, toaid in under-'
Y. - standing the issues, and to . prompt further «consideration by ' colleagues and
o - ‘.. researchers’ We hope that the report hi%‘h'lights-both means dnd ends, recdnizing -
[MC o S et _ ;
[ T T SRR T R 'J’ A 8 e !
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fhat these m y be qulte dlfterent. There may also he a varlety of ways to dchleve
deel'rahle goals, and In certaln contexts, multlple means may l)e approprlate. ‘ i

. y B .
N REFBRLNCFS. B T L.
A Y Duane E. Webs[ger and Lenore S, Maruyama \Ownershi\\ and mstrlbutlon of ,.'
o Bibliographic Data; Highlights of | Meetl\y1 Held by the .Library ol

" Congress Network Advisory Comm“itfee, Marcy %~ 5;“ (Washlng,ton .
Library of Congress, Dec: 1980. Rev, May. 1981)/ 7°p. Avallable by |
request_from the LC Cataloglng Distribution Ser\dce, Customer Servlcea o
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' EXECUTIVESUMMARY .
Lot A atwosday mesting in October 1982, the Netwark Adyisory Cominittes
‘ . disclissed the implicatlons of public/privaje sector Interaction in‘nstworking, The

“repdrt, Public Seetor/Private Sector Intersetion In Broviding Information Servicey
praparad by the National Commission on Libraries and Tnforination Science, Public

Sector/Drivate Jector Task Hores, was Used as a cora docuiment, 1n addition, NAG
commissionad a concapt papar by Glyn Bvans, Executive Director, SUNY/DCLG,

Small discussion groyps wera farmed to explare-ip detall how: the principlys
and recommendations of the report to NCLIS related to speclal services provided’ -
hy eltimr a publle or private’sector agency, The groups coneluded that while adquily
of -accass and preservation were of qoncern, these services: could, with appropriate
salaguards, be-supplled by dither?sector, Appendix D containg a summary of NAG
views on the NCLIS task: forca rocommendations, NAC alsg racommended the
tollowlpgt .~ ..~ . R S :

R 'NCLIS should prepare-an lhvengory of past and urrent -projects

“that have demonstrated the effectiveness and e.iﬂchcncy of -public

and private sector interaction, ldentity what madd:those particular

S _ projects successful, and develop  guldelines for- promoting or
e 77‘»7» =~ -fundlng-slmblar-projucta-ln-the-butvees — L

L) . NCLIS should review its existing reports, in particular, the resulty

‘ of- the White House Conference on Library and Information

Services, to identlfy potential projects which would promote and

encolrage public/private sector Interaction, . j\~

e ) NAC should report on its agtivities and on this particular discussion
' " to the profession through sessions at different conferences. '
. 'NAC should gather ‘the related information for k&_s meetlng and

-« prepare a network planning paper with its concept paper and -

. background information to encourage and promote discussion of the -~

* importait issues raised in the NCLIS task force report, |

o
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. discussed or avoided, =

L]

7+ 1, INTRODUCTION

¥ | - L

' Vo : 'L ’ ‘

59«?}@ Iasiies in the library profession are perennial, They are discussed for
a4 Fhney fade trom view, and come again, Such an area of cancern is public/private
seclor interaction,  Most recently 1t was ralssd I regard (o the infarmation
community in two different ways, Ve was the change in Federal regulatory
pg)ll‘ii.y/; and the second wed throtigh the issuance by the National Coimmissipn on
Libtafies and Ipformation Scisnea of a task force report, Public Sector/Pelyats
59.&1&9&.12,&9&3&3&l_.szu.__\,.i,,i.L_.!:m_!iﬂimi{, Intormation Servicos, 1/ iflal reapanse to this

e 4 e

report has baen iixed, some 9 it highly crivical of the way certaln dsues were

“Conseruantly at the Qctober. 1982 program session, the Network Advisory
Cominittes chose to discuss this report in the contaxt ?i networking conearns, The
veport was produced by A task force appointed hy NGLIS, which'was compossil. of
Wwenty=one meinbers Fepresanting an array of private sector (for=profit and nots
foe-profit) and Federal government formation producars, as well as two Hbrary
sehool deans, one Hbrary school faculty member,: the diractor of the John Crevar
Library, onz state librarian, and two NCLIS cobniissipners, One-third af the task
force was-trawn from the for-profit sector, one-third from the not-tor-profit
sector, and one-thied represented Fedoral, stato, and local govetiiment, L
S S p \

U ThE T NeTWark T NIYIEOFY “Tomin tide W’éxfs’""'pm"tjctl‘l'art)r.""int'c:i‘nﬂnd----h‘\;'thc:'

subjuct of the task force's report to NCLIS tor @ number of reasons, At previows
prograrm scsslons, the advisory commitlee had struggled with the issue of ownership
and disteibution of’ data and had recognized the complexity of the- issue and the
cconomic mplications in the late 1970s. “Similprly, it had been Involved in
discussions on the issue of whether there should ‘be a monolithic national network
for delivering services to libraries and had concluded that diversity and decentrali-
2ation of services were more desirable than ah ordgrly bt rigld superstructure.

) ~In the process of developing a proposal I 1982 on the subject of document

-

delivery, the same: need: for diversity and a inix of public and private support -

services also becaine apparent to the advisory conunittee. Furthermore, a number:
of NAC embers, also directors of public sector network service organizations,
had worked productively with companies in the private sector to deliver network
services to their constituents. They felt that their positive experiences demon-
strated that cooperation and collaboration were both possible and practicable.
Finally, the advisory cominittee concluded from these earlier sessions that a key
issue .in’ private/public sector interaction was how to price and package,in’for-

mation, a topic it wanted to explore in more depth.*

The Network, Advisory Committee .places a high value on public/private

sector interaction and has attempted to-increase private sector participation.on. °

the gommittee in recent years. The newest meinber, the Institute for Scientific
Information in Philadelphia, is the first in the category-of an operator of a national
reference system, i.e., a computer-based, publicly available information service
containing bibliographic and other machine-readable data where the contents are

®

created by the system or provided to it by data base publishers and where its users

qrdinarily do not modify-the data base proyided. ,
,/The report prepared by the NCLIS Public Sector/Pr.ivate Sector Task Force
had

8-
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been. given to NAC members at the March 1982 meeting by Toni Carbo -



Bearman, Executive Director of NCLIS Ms. Bearman explamed thgéc the report
had been received but not yet "accepted" by the commissioners of NCLIS. Most of
the members had read a critique of the report by Patricia Glass Schuman~iiv’the
- June 1, 1982 issue of lerary Journal; consequently, they believed . the report
rnented a full and objective review and planned the next program session of NAC
. schéduled for October 1982, around the NCLIS task force rgp\rt. ‘

‘

,_REFE,REIH\JCE o <

1/ National Commxssxon on L1brar1es ‘and Information - Science, Public
Sector/anate Sector Task Force, Public Sector/Private Sector Interaction

o . oo e

in ProvxdmgLInformatlon Services. W/ashmgton- NCLIS, Feb. 1982T, 88 p:
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2. PROGRAM STRUCTURE A .
- When the Network® Advisory Commitjee agreed. to discuss the NCLIS

* Public/Private Sector Task Force report, Public Sector/Private Sector Interaction
In_Providing Information Services, it was anxious to avoid debate on the issue of

fee versus free information services. Service charges are only one element, and. ..

while ‘important, may overshadow other critical issues. Secondly, the advisory -
committee agreed that the critique of the report should focus on those issues

" related or of importance to library networking. -

. Ebr this session, bbjectivesbi the Network Advisory Committee were to
identify missing [areas in the- report, identify problems of interpretation or
,“applicatién, /identify any areas relative to networking requiring action by the
advisory committee, publish a summary of the meetingalong with the concept

paper and working group reports,.gind present the results of the discussion at .

various professional conferences. = - ‘

°

o r
2.1 TASK FORCE REPORT |

Con_s‘eq'uently, it was decided the program shoufd provide a review and
summary of the NCLIS report itself. The chairman of the Public Sector/Private
‘Sector “Task  Force, “Dean Robert Hayes, Graduate School of Library and
“Information Science, University of California, Los Angeles, was asked to serve as a
resource person during this session to provide background material and clarification
as well as to respond to questions the committee members might have. In addition
to asking Dean Hayes to- respond, NAC commissioned ‘a paper by Glyn Evans,
Executive Director pf SUNY/OCLC, which would identify deficiencies within the
report and r;}ghlight' those issues of major concern to NAC members on networking. -
NAC members were sent several background papgrs (see Appendix ‘A), including Pat
Schuman's- article and a transcript of an earlieri#alk that Dean Hayes gave at the
Association| of Research Libraries' annual meeting on the task force report (see
Appendix B). In his talk to ARL, Dean Hayes highlighted several important items

. which thie task force consciously excluded from consideration in the report:

« "The focus of our work must be made clear, since the title of the
- Task Force does not adequately define that focus. In fact, we were
!“concerned totally with® what we called '‘governmentally distributed
* zinformation,' but really federally distributable informa;_}i;‘on."

F

'The area of- international data flow is one m%&hlch public
" «isector/private sector interaction is clearly of immenyk importance, -

. but the Task;Force did’not feel that it hadsufficient” rtise in ;,

| " itssmembership or time with which to cover the issues adequately."

“m_. . issues related to private copyright conflicts, tq' conflicts
, between different private information activities, and to conflicts
between the providers and the purchasers. of information services
J were not considered unless they involved the government itself as a_
! - party to those conflicts." . AT

i '
¥ .

| Having stated these «cavedts to the ARL members, Dean Hayes went on to discuss

_the composition of the task force:

| -

‘ @ S
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"' "The distribution of philosophical views concerning the role of

' .governinent coveredgliterhlly the complete spectrim, from-those

. who would claim thdt the government should do nothing in the area

~ rof information distribution, literally.nothing, to those who would
. regard the distrilfution of information as an essential function of
+  goyernment and’that government should be able to make decisions

to distribute jpformation if it is in the public interest to do so.

4

" Between these two polar views would be virtually any other view of
the relatiqns{\ip between the public sector and the private sector of {
which you can conceive." ' ' /

4 . . . ' Yy C : v
. ° * s . )‘\ .
Dean Hayes said to the ARL membership: G o
’ ¢ /*/ V .', R . - "
\ " would like to make a personal comment which does not reflect -
" the Task Force in any sense; but my own observation as chairman. 5

The' private sector members of the Task Force. were very articu-

late, very forceful, and had a very firm grasp of.what they wished

1o accomplish. The ;public sector and not-for-profit ‘members. of

},"the Task Force were somewhat less forceful, less articulate, and.

/ less in agreement on the values related to their concera. I think

/ that the results reflect that relative degree of ability to articulate

/  and present views forcefully." o Lo

~ NAC concluded, as Dean Hayes noted, that the overall tone of the report and its
’seven principles were heavily influenced by the private sector members.

. b" ‘
\2 CONCEPT PAPER

‘Glyn Evans presented his discussion paper, commissioned by the Network

- Advisory Committee for the October program session (see Appendix C). He noted

that the task force did not define the parameters of "information," did not .collect
data in support of some of the principles and recommendations, did not grapple
with international data flow problems, did not examine copyright issues, and most
importantly, chose to define the problem in narrow terms. ~ Only  the Federal
governinent/private sector interaction js (discussed in the report, not the larger
questions, of_n‘ot~for~profit/profit/gover%mental (all levels) ‘interactions. Evans
called for the development of an economic model "to assess the value of improved
service" provided by the regional library networks. He criticized the task force for
_having overlooked the role of these regional and national networks in their, report
and for failing to recognize their importance as technology transfer agents and
brokers of private and public sector services. e % ’ '

[
o
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' o /3. WORKING GROUP SESSIONS

Following the presentations by Hayes and Evans, the Network’ Advisory
Committee formed smaller working groups-to consider two case studies which were -
selected because they-provided an opportunity o compare a service provided by -

, the Federal government with one offered by the private sector. One.case was the
development and a;?uabnity)_,of MARC and REMARC files and the "sgco,'ncj,,/"ﬂ?a\\.»_; |
document delivery s€rvices provided by the National Technical Information Service\ 7
“and the Institute for Scientific Information, - - _ S PN

g " The working groups were aSked to compare and contrast the two services" -
- by evaluating: S o _ _

b
'S

< > ..
P " . X -
L L . '

) What each service was and how comparable each was in terms of
“ the services, facilities, or features provided? - I '

o W_hat..thé prp&iu'cts and services \yere? E Q’ L | ‘.
o Fc;f'whom"'those prod‘,hcts"'a.néi servic’és'\;vef‘?.'i'n‘fe.nded‘;’* | L
o What other uses could be rhédé of the products or sérvicq'st?‘-?' N
‘ o | - How were.theny accésééd? o
° | I"ere users chafgéd for use of the br?dﬂct or servi_de'?
e '\'flere'there alternétive‘s to these producté or sérviceé? )

e - What barriers e;isted toJL.lsing these services? . )
) Were fhere a.vny' limitations or restriéti;Jns on ‘the servi_ce' or
~© product? ' - : '

s @ ~ What were the ad\}antages of the pz{rticular ser\\/ice or prwod‘u.ct?” .

* In_particular, the groups tried to contrast these services by. considering
whether it made any difference that this particular service was provided by a
public or privaté agency. The working groups also looked at the services in relation
to the matrix given in the NCLIS report which also appears in Dean Hayes' remarks
in Appendix B, S o

3

3.1 MA‘RC/REMARC COMPARISONS ' o /

7 Two working groups independently analyzed -the cases of MARC, an
example of a public sector service, and REMARG, an examnple of a private sector
service. MARC is the subscription service of macnine-readable cataloging records
provided by the Library of Congress, principally of materials cataloged by LC. It is '
available on a subscription basis. A subscriber may acquire all MARC records-or
those for a particular format, e,g., serials or monographs, or certain subcategories,

. e.g., English books. There is no selective record service. Records may be new or

P deletions or. changes for previously issued records. No restrictions presently exist
l ' on the reuse or copying of MARC records.1/. '

Q ¢ °
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. . :

“ 7% The REMARC service evolved from an agrgémé “with Carrollton.Press to
- convert Library of Congress shelflist. records primarily from 1940 until the start of
. the MARC subscription service? LC agre€d~R distribute via MARC no more, than
-~ 15,000 of these updatgd, records in any ohe-year period. Carrollton Press retained -~
.+ the~rightpto -vdistrziéte ‘the . Gpdated - records. ~ Several “different distribution
Ve mechanisms have been used, including a selective seryice allowing libraries to:
_acquire single records via Library of Congress card number. Whilelibraries may
use the records.for internal systems, contractual restrictions have heen placed on .

_redistribluti?;;r copying by ottfr libraries. ° \ IO _ ‘e
. . i . . 4 . a3 % \ e e

R = . . ! L \ . X . s 4. o
A 7( . The o were contrasted using.the factors described above: The results of ,

. ‘tlhi's.analysis appears, in Table 3-1 at the end of this section. -~ 7

: " * The model’ preseﬁr‘\ted. in the NCLIS' task force reptt, “Schematic qf ¢
- j» . Contexts for Conflict Concerning the Role of the Federal Government .in Providing

- ‘Information Resogrces, Products, & Services," was also studied to détermi & iflit . o
‘was. helpful in analyzing ‘the two cases>It did not seem applicable and was not, -
useful in this analysis. - . B
L i N ) . [

* *The services, MARC and REMARC, were found tg be quitelsimilar and

coinplementary sifice eact) covers a somewhat aifferent time.fram®. Both offer a .. .. -

core of MARG format records “hich can be used for a variety of ﬁurposes. The
- - audiencesfor both MARC and REMARC is; the same: large librarigs as opposed to
- small public libraries. The alternatives to either-the MARC or REMARC seryices,
i.e., each institutibn_creating its own ‘machine-readable files ot contracting with ., -
others for such'filers\,\we e also ddentified. For REMARC ‘it was assumed-that the '
demand was for machin;}eadable'eqqualents of cataloging records in ,bne:xf own.
library. ' R A , (/ L .
: For the REMARC service, the following effects result from restrictions on
- "follow-on" products: (1) Users cannot share the records with others except on
+ " . business terms set by the vendor; (2) each online catalog would be independént of-
" others (the possibility of group. contracts was raised to counteract. this); and (3)-the 7 .
results may not fit into-national planning. = " .-« ", .4 IS .

_; " -Also, for REMARC, the lack of quakty control”would have the following " ..
- ~results:” (1) Upgrading of the records would not be available to other REMARC
- users; (2) authority control would be lacking within an institution's catalog;2/ and

(3) duplicate records might remain undetected'in an institution's catalog. '

a 4] LY
4

REMARC represents a private (for-profit) sector service in an area where -~
the need exists. Although the public sector ‘agency (the Library of Congress) had
attempted to undertake large-scale retrospective conversion through its RECON

" (Retrospective Conversion) and COMARC (Cooperative MARC) pilot projects, it .
was not able to obtain the necessary funding .from Congress”to cortinue these -
‘efforts on an operational basis. A service like REMARC tends to serve the-needs

of individual institutions-rather than networks. REMARC could also complicate -
networking activities because decision-making is moved to a local:level, possibly
without “considering the needs of the larger group of institutions or resource . .
sharing. o ' ‘ . S . '
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' @ ‘ Con__clusions;reached by“th&w%ng groups Were:'” e e (ZWV
- . . [ fow k; ’ .
. e - One cannot: ge'net‘hlize. bout ‘'the relatlve merits. of. services
, _ prov1ded by the publlc s%tor as’ opposed to .the private sector; -
o . " there.is a need to drscuss t prob}ems and ISSUeS ona case—by case
‘ S basrs. S L o ' &
¢ - ., There is- d’lvers1t of oprnron in both ic ‘nd pr1vate secto
o ' C on many~1ssugs e—ul-arty’ _ ost1ng and pr1c1ng )
4
0
. L . * Prlvate sector act1v1t1es, \V,hlch'are market-drrven in both the for-
- .- " .. profit and- n&t-tgr-proflt agencres, w1ll cont1nue 1ndependent of
: e e network plann1ng.-‘ _ / o .
e ‘ Lt ‘ -, .
, e These market dr1ven developments may. not prov1de tutor1al .and
o - planning functions that are ideal factors in netWork development, N
ot e rtherefore, the: Network Advrsory Committee should :continue to ¢
' - -~ support ‘dialogue among the three sectors (publlC, not-for-proht,
o 2. . and P flt) I’ ' , . . e .. .‘. . R
o , ‘ 3 ‘ o/ : - B :.’
I~ . One prmcrpal result of these a&nvrtles is that decrslon maklng is .
. ' decentralized and placed at an- 1nst1tutronal level N‘etwork’ _
:develop’nent is’ also decentrallzed e / 1
L L " // w ‘ 4 R
S There ' is gually stronger management control over: the develop-
oo ‘ _ meﬁt process in the pr1vate sector than in the pubhc sector. N
) . ' . A : 3 ( ‘ 1 ’é‘y o
: ° Publrc/prlvate,esector d1alogue on issues is eded before, not after, ¥
/\ . e ‘the-event. - » C‘ r§ . o
o _ T . Government competrtron w1ll alZ:ja s be'a sensmve area, partr-- ,T'
S ’ . cularly if prices set by govern t reﬂect only part of the cost .-
o .. y ~ and does not reﬂect true costl o~ . S T
' ¢ One should look for areas of mutual 1nterest between the pubhc L
o, . andprivate. . "7 L - SN
B} ) P .Y ! ) : ‘ ’
. 9 One cannot- always assume that the gpvernment has our ‘best .
R '1nterests in m1nd. [ ' L e '
Quest1ons ralsed were many but related prrmar1ly to three major areas -
Basic to these is where do the respon51b111tles lre- wi the publrc, the\p ate,-or. .
both sectors'? { \ ‘ . . e
. o 3 ( ,_“‘ . ! f »\-A e .
- e .. Whois responsible for the archive and preservatlon functlons'? oo (
_ T i ¢ ‘Who is responsrble for fundrng research"
, N T How are deClSlonS made to drop a serv1ce or.product" v _ ~
. . , e ° -
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5. QCUMENT DELI%EEY COMPARISON ¢~ T
N ) ' | 7 » ) » « . l . ‘ v Y ]
i “Document delivery services provided by the National Technical Information
Sérvice (public sector) ‘and ¢he Institute for Scientific Information (private,.for.
' prpﬁ)ip{;gc‘tbr\) were contrasted by another working group. Many of the same factors . v =~
‘and \considerations raised by tHe MARC/REMARC ‘2omparison were also raised. =~ .
i ‘There, will always be differences ot! opinion_as‘'to whether,’in a society . {
.. ba n.the private enterprise system,which assumes government involvement in - 7~ .
- ‘ '§i<'§,c}, \'welfare and ‘the common. good, any given-information service -should 'be. o

: vj&d by the government -or the private sector.: -Aﬁter_rg'vicx_vihg the. -two
icey,» both NTIS and ISI were found' to-hold large -amounts of little-us,

rmation; f.e., having a large’ number of titles, only a few of which are requeste
ignificant numbers. '~ The priyate’sector, however, can discard-more readil
icause it is not forced by law or regulation to’preserve materials. - » ) L
" The differences between the.t\\/y'o serVices were noted- .as,fp_ll'gm" ' rﬁ O
S - kS . o f- . L B . ,:‘ 5‘5‘3' s . - .
w. ad

e .. - The apparent cdst 3\ goVernment products anfl ‘services is lower
e because of -indirect.subsidies which are_nat generally available ‘toﬁt. ,
. . the privzﬁtt‘e s‘q;‘tor‘. T~ ) oo e

. ) L. e Lo S - o [ e " o . RN - o
%+, e _ .The poli'tical' process ‘enables issues 'relgted}to'»‘social values .to be o '
/‘ PR . raised beforg’a government seryice is discontinued in ’tot,avli’o'r in <, 0
to : .part, wh.eziz |

‘the private sector Yeliesion market—driven-dediglons;‘  o

DY ‘ VAN T Se'vrvic_:es‘ are already available from the public sector, of high entry - - ¢
=" 7 cost ‘might preclyde start-up by the private sector, reducing o
R .~ gompetition and pdssibly dampening ;nnpvat_io'n. ‘ Y
- ' - With reflird to these_two services, the conclusionsreached was that there - \
: ' “was .no"ormpelling reason .for government. intervention as lopg as policies were '
established which would,provide for continuity and availability of services including -
; functions like "pregervati‘op. Tt was also mentioned, however, that. since many of .
-“= ' ‘the technical reports hahdled by NTIS are submitted”dn a voluntary-basis, it, as a
' government: agency, probably.’has niore clout than a private  sector organization to
"encourage" federal agencies and private conptractors to send materialg to NTIS. .

v
]

- 3.3 SUMMARY- : L , L L
‘ -~ "°The - Network Adviso'r'y Cgmmittee _concluded that the confrontations "
between the. public and private sectors on issues like copyfight or the National - '
Periodicals Center led to the NCLIS task force report, which produced few

'surprising results. U.S. informdtion resources are rich and based. on mutual

. public/private sector development that will continue, and NCLIS could improve the _
effectiveness of its role as adviser to the Exécutive Branch by supporfing and oy

. funding a series of pilot projects that would deponstraté the results of cooperation . '

.. ' ,between the seagors. NELIS should review’its prior reports and the recommenda-
tions of the White House Conference on Library, and Information Services to-
identify useful pilot projects, and the Network Advisory Committee could assist by,
Tdentifylng those projects-that relate, to networking. - v e
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oLy wOone of the prlmary >nclus10ns of the wor:kmg group se5519ns was'that in s
' o con‘f’ armg one type ot service availab} from two dif erent sources, one public'and- , "~
A 0 prlvateJ the fact-that, the servrcef jas provxded Y 4. publrc of private: agency - '
\ '~ did not cause any substantial’ problems. \ The services: stuc"hed could be. provrded in * 5
[, V7 either way. 'There -wuld- “be- ‘some dlvferences in pg 1cmg and’ a\/'arlablllty, but .i":'.,
2 provision By thesprivate sectar did: nog ‘cregte: insurmountable barriers’ although it"
‘Inight raise qumns of, subSId‘y faor: ertaj roupjsvtp'ensur equnty of adcess: It~
o "1presented no dlfflculnes of an' 1nsurmgunta re-for’ networkmg activities per’.
N ? : 7se, dlthough .some questions were. raised rpgardlhéfthe avaidability=of third party
S us€ of the REN‘\/\RC records and rthe rate at’ Wh;ﬁh' LC-will be able to 1ncorporate ,
- L REMARC records mto the MARC subscr1 tion"st 5v1cé. ST T R

KRS

".~~. Av.q“

ka3

n ;Aprll l; 1983 ‘the lerary of Congress
dtesi "The Customer will'not copy nor
D Js‘m ‘the f0rm°rece1ved under thrs ==sub-,

. For the subscrlptron -’l;ﬁte mrii
" has instituted ai 7

v . Sredistribute
;o7 7T seription 1o
f'record b..- “

angthers par).‘y only those MAR records whxch
FWisg clalynéd for local g,atalogl g use."__. v . :

,zﬁésequently7 offered as an optron the runmn&Lf "
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“ . Size: .

Quallty

Completeness

By products/ Use:

1 R ™

How sold: ,

A
, _ Agency:
" . Distribution:’, >
- ‘e . L . .
' "Fullness: * *
" Quality Control:
. B A
. ’ - ’
" . Funding;
Voo A :
~Restrictions: -
O

v

' -_jSubscription |

i . e« S N
LN . i ‘ ..
TABLE 3 l o
Comparlson of MARC/REMARC
T MARCl oo :
S B
Databasefmalntalned e

¥ -and updated. . ; -

-2,000,000 records .
1968-j. R Y

ngh

Unlumted hrgh quallty

| Database malntalned by
" LC (a public agency)

Dlstrlbuted wholesale
lby LG; dlstrlbuted ,
‘retail by various agents
> public and private (not-
for proﬂt and for- profrt) :

Full MARC records

I

Quallty control present
because of 1nternal LC
needs :

¥

Lt Public,fuyndiﬂ"g |

No restrictions on re-usel/ "’

. -

Very costly for one -
institution to mamtaln :
entire hle

Dlalog

Private capital to

One tlme snapshot

" 5,000,000 réecords .

" 1940~ 67 English; -
1940-78 Non-Englrsh

. : e )

7,
‘o ¢,

. Limited by contract; )
. quall’ty unknown RN

. Per transactlon/umt

of cataloging (batch)
with Apple computer on
loan; online throughs

Database under prlvatc
control -

: Dlstrlbuted wholesale

and retail by Carrollton

,.Press, 'Dlalog

- i’

* Nofull MARC records: -

W,

" No quality control;
~ ~designed to meet market
,dgmand (records not *© ..
. ."available through pUbllC
* . sector service)

2N

deVel'op public‘ resource

”Restrlcted re-use

: Contract llmltatlons,
quality of database;

“unknown cost to correct’

and up-date '

B
.

_REMARC, - o T

T B R \\zﬂooo ,000 MARC records, . ~ -
- . Much smaller than REMARC uch blgger than MARC JEEE

ngh ». - .. ) -.
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f - Factors ‘MARC
i : . ' R . e v R '
; et " Average price$;45 per S. 50 REMARC 7
Jo *  record for current : -.$.20 MARC records
. !j Lo : ' subscription. Full .« . ‘
y st~ = . subscription price depends S
! ~ on frequency and portlon R
]

Tt
‘ ' selected

Access: : .Onlme’(usmg'on'e's own. . . Online: Did ile

e system and the subscription . -
e -tapes): OCLC, RLIN, WLN, . L
o MmkMARC etc. - M,0v.,é !

.Batch: Vendor. matches 7
" Fecords in batch mode
* after user inputs card
number on dI kette or

tape

: ”‘-“?"-'Input yourself from NUC

e o Copy |

' | - Blbhographlc utllmes : Bibliogra’phic utilitie’s‘

- (OCLC, RLIN;“WLN, etc.), '
EKI and other k boardmg

o Alternat1ves*** '

R -~ OCLC retrospectlve record
o : . cost 1s$ 15/record "~ oy hrms y

COM or other vendors (BNA, 'COM vendors .
et al) ¢ ' I _\\m\\’\- L ; )
Advantages: , ' No other source has
! S : -t . - 'scope; LC gets machine-
| 7 — e eeemee L fdable records, thereby
Y o o - - facilitating its own ‘
A o o research operations.
SR o S © . Seen as more useful
- ' : - . - for reference use than
' : ' 2 Ny for cataloging

* . *x*Depends op intended use, e.g., reference,.acquisitions, cataloging, etc.

e o 122;. o ;-1
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o pro,flt corporatlon.

4.,'-CONCLUS!ONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -
| | | : AR r

- : .
Pubhc/prlvate sector 1nteractlons are many and var1ed “The Network

_Advrsory Committee rev1ewed some of these in the working group: d15CU551ons of
the services provided by LC, Carroliton Press, NTIS, and ISI. There. are others that

could be used as examples. We have dlfferent approaches to obtaining information
and access from the telephone system.- The white pages present a fairly straight-
forward alphabetical listing. of telephone subscribers. Thé yellow pages present
quite a different approach to information, primarily to businesses and services by
providing categorization or 1ndex1ng by subject/sewlce. Entries'in the white pages
generally are provided. by: belng*a subscriber to the telephone: company, although
additional llstlngs can .be prov1ded at- additional cost. On the other hand,

, 'jappearance in the yellow pages is primarily - an advertising service,. and. an .- 3
.- institution has an option of: deciding what type and how much 1nformatlon wrll be .

displayed 1n the yellow pages.

: ~ Qne can look at ‘the kinds of services being pfovided ‘between the public and
private sectors in similar ways. Many of the servicgs offered by the private dector
represent ‘a value-added or enhancement of services, wheregs the government
services tend to*be more of the, bread and butter, plain vanilla variety w1thout

necessarily all the additional value-added features or enhancements. oo

Slmllar dlfferences in approach can be seen in. the MARC/REMARC'
services where tHe MARC service provided by the Library of Congress is a tape
subscription service, while the REMARC service allows a record selection option to
libraries and some enhancement of the record-with local data. Enhancement of the
MARC record is available through blbhographlc utilities and various commercial

"'_ : vendors, but 1t is a separate and dlStlnCt serv1ce from that offered by the Library ‘
‘ ofCongr ssh .

Slmllar parallels can be drawn between ISI and NTIS In part1cular, NTIS

- has an 1mportant archival responsibility for government’ technical reports, whereas -
1ISI only guarantees to-provide articles for a limited pel‘lOd of t1me and prrmarlly

for those pubhcatlons indexed or processed by ISLi
In the networklng environment, many of the services are prov1ded by the .

private sector, although primarily by not-for-profit agenc1es. These include both

network of gt anizations and blbllographlc utilities. . ' '

Net orklng activities also prov1de an 1mmed1ate 1nterfac<_\ between

. pr1vate/for -profit and ‘private/not-for-profit agencies in terms of the services
“provided to libraries and users. Almost all of the equipment and hardware used to

provide the services comes from one or more for-profit vendors; in some instances
the supporting softwgre has also been developed by vendors. An example. of this is

- the Washington Library Network software developed: by the Boelng Computer

Services and the marketlng of the WLN software by Blbhotechnlcs, a pr1vate, for-

ﬂ- "‘...

These examples 1llustrate that it is not a questlon of whgther we can work
together, but one of.how we can more effectively work together, recognizing the

" needs .and requ1rements of each. It is not a matter simply of Federal government

and private interaction, but of government:services at all levels, Federal, state,

4

‘ and local work1ng together w1th private organlzatloni to ach1eve networklng goals

@ - » D, . . ¥
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and -objectives. The NCLIS report served as a point. of departure for NAC's:
consideration éf these issues. - . , "
The NCLIS report presented many difficulties for the Network Advisory
'Committee both in its general and philosophical premises as well as in its
application to networking. ' It*was difficult to see the differentiation between -
principles and recommendations, which seemed to overlap. Consequently, the
advisory committee treated. the principles and recommendatians as if they were all
operating at the same leyel, rather than regarding one as a subset of the other.
. The issue that raised the most discussion and least agreement related to .
. how information services are costed. It was recognized that there is'not common .
agreement on definition of terms, let alone the methods, of costing to be used. .~
-Cost allocation remains mofe an art than a science, a@nd matters of judgment must T
‘be exercised in deciding” which elerments of cost to include or €xclude and how .to-
~ allocate these among product and services. There seems to be no uniformity in the -
public and private sector in calculating costs, nor is there likely to be’in the near
future. The use within the Federal government of a common set of definitions and
'standards should promote some consistency at that level, but consistency between
private and public sectors and among different institutions within the public sector .
S is less certain. When two accountants cannot agree on which elements should be
. ~*\ included, it is difficult to see how people who are less expert in this area can come
to an agreement on such emotional issues. ' ' , ..

5 _

These points are important and do need to be dealt with, but their
'r\esolution is probably going to occur outside the framework of networking activity
and will take some time to resolve.* In the interim, there are a number of steps
that can be taken on which there is general agreement.” The Network Advisory

Committee prefers to focus on these recommendations.

. The advisory committee found it easier to deal with and support individual
~recommendations’ rather than the principles. = A summary of these -appears . in
Appendix D. There was general agreement about recommendations &, 5, 6, 7, and -8
which involve use of. technglogy, standards, education, research, and statistical -
data.'  In pdrticular, the need for funding: of research was: highlighted as an .
“overriding need for both public and private sectors and identified as an area:in -
“which' the Federal government:can play a major role, not only in providing a - -
- _climate for encouraging research ‘but also in funding for research projects.
'Recommendation 8 on statistical data was strongly supported and .empha--
sized in the concept paper prepared by Glyn Evans. One of his major comments
concerned the lack of quantitative -data in support of the recommendations. in the

NCLIS re»por‘t;"-- f . , . S =

, The advisory committee also endorsed the recommendations relating to
support for libraries in recommendations 12, 15, 25, and 27 and also principle 7. It
supported recommendations 16, 17, and 19 related to participation by -the priyate =~ -
sector in planning“and standards formulation.: - The committee also supported

" récommendations 23, 24, and 26 and principles 4 and 5 related to the access to - -
 information’ about reproduction and distribution of government information. While .
-+ the advisory committee was in sympathy with a number of other recommendations - |
" and pringiples, there was concern about the ambiguity and the wording of some of 7
" sthe principles, ‘The Network Advisory' Committe€ recognized the extent to which "~
v the task force had worked to prc]vide language that all members of the task force ‘\s
Q ) A o . . | R . . ] ] S
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- could support, but the advisory committee .was concerned about the . mbggulty
. created in certain. mstanﬁes and preferred not to come out with an endorsement or
support for these principles and recommendatlons. - -
. ..’; Y * v i .

: "The Network Advrsory Committee also agreed to respond to NCLIS W1th

-

~—————spécific-recommendations-over-and- above—those recommendatlons related to the S

report 1tself. It recommended that:

° NCLIS should prepare an inventory of past ‘and current projects

that have demonstrated the efféctiveness and efficiency jof public

, and private sector interaction, identify what made those particular

- IR projects successful, and develop gurdehnes for prorrtotlng or
o funding similar pro)ects in the future. '

) NCLIS should review its. ex15t1ng reports, in part1cular the’ results
of ‘the White House Conference on Library, and Informatlon
~ Services, to" 1dent1fy potential projects which would pro|note and

_ encourage pubhc/prrvate sector 1nteractlon. ' y b

° ~ NAC w1ll present a report to the profession at the vairrous/

.conferences on. 1ts activities and on thlS part1cular d1scussmn.; R

: |
) - NAC w1ll assemble the related 1nformatron from its meetlng and
prepare a network planning paper with its concept paper and
bbackground information to encourage and promote drscussmm of the
_ 1mportant issues raised in the NCLIS task force report. -

1w
\ ‘ g

' the private sector. for the benefit of the entire information proféssion. We should’
not focus on' those issues which are divisive but rather concentrate on those areas

where we can, and have in the past, worked together and ideptify those areas in the-

future;where mutual benefits can be achieved.  This is no small task, particularly
.when" economics underline much of the concerns~between -the- two- sectors and
' continue” to provide divisive forces. Nonetheless, the advisory committee feels

‘that ‘the two groups will continue to co-exist and can work: together. ‘We need not -
\ stumble over the issue of economics but accept them, recognizing the limitations

this may create and get on with the .job we all have of providing access ‘to
information in a variety of ways that promote a free and open soc1ety. .

- 22le

The Network Advrsory Comm1ttees primary concern is to pro\?rde a ;i -
,positive climate for discussion that will promote exchange between the pubhc and’-_f_‘w’;_
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‘ A COMMENTARY ON Tl—liE'NCLIS

PUBLIC SECTOR/PRIVATE SECTOR TASK FORCE AND ITS REPORT

T _'.'Prevsente_d by Robert M';;Hayes‘. AP
b University of California, Los Angeles. .7 "

. (Reprinted, with Slight Modifications, from
-~ .. AsSociation of Research Libraries, Minutes of the - -
~Ninety-Ninth Meeting, October 29-30, 1981, Washington, D.C.
v - Scholars' Access to Information: v
PR Public Responsibility/Private Initiative) -~

o N
. 7
S

-

. The Public Sector/Private Sector Task Force ‘was established by the

‘National Commission on Libraries and Information Science in response to what had -
. been a continuing debate on the relative roles of the public sector, especially of
" the Federal ‘government and the private sector. The focus of our work must be

made clear, since the title of the task force does not adequately defipe that focus.
In fact, we were concerned totally with what we, called ngovernmentally distributed

o information," but'really federally distributed information.” *We used that term

“instead of the rather ambiguous one "government information,” a term with which
‘we struggled during almost the entire two years of our discussions. :

I would like to go through a list of thé.issues thiat were not considered.

. We were asked in the  original”charge to consider the assignment of

- responsibilities for various furictions'in the information transfer process 1o
& the sevéral components of society: government, private industry, and the

not-for-profit sector. But we concluded that that was not the proper way :

*~in which to-deal with the issues involved, and that, in fact, assignment of

. responsibility for functions was totally inappropriate. L e

* IR

2. | . The implicat_i’dn of the Charge was that we §hou1d consider government at -
- all levels, but we did not. We focused our atten,ti(%‘n entirely on the Federal -

.~ government, -

3. In. considering even government of* governmentally distributable infor-. |

mation itself, we limited our attention sclely to that involved in the
external distribution of information, not to the internal use of information
within government. e : B

4., The. task force concentrated totally on government information reSource;, |

_products,~and services that are in the realm of .commerce, i.e., that are
disseminated by the Federal government either diréctly or through the
private sector in a.commercial manner, thus excluding “ those that are
purely internal or-administrative. _ -

5. . Although there clear:ly are areas of conflict within the priVate sector which

are affected by government action (in the form of legislation, regulation,

' or even perhaps direct action), the task force did not consider such issues, - -

S

[ B S ey
o, L '\\ L B : ) . ' R
2 . Lt . .

‘ It»is 'ilmportant to tetognlze what is not fcbvered in .t.he work that we did, so



" focusing its attentions totally-on the impact of governmental‘information

_ “activities. Thus, issues related to private copyright conflicts, to conflicts
| between different private information activities, ‘and to conflicts between
“the providers -and the purchasers:.of information services were not con-
sidered unless  they involved the government itself 'as{\.a party to those:

ConfliCtSo 7 v. o . . » 7 : T '_mj:_,."?_/v N ,,“
6. | The dhé'r;gé ’A ir'r)'bliéd_"‘t:ﬁat“ the " task ‘force should- con51der “how present
. situations might- differ”from the views that we suggested; however, the
' ‘task force concluded that it could -only make progress if it limited its -

’ o which existing situations may.or may not fit the principles we identified
[ ~ will need to’be considered on an ad hoc-basis, case by case. We did not
Lo - attempt to resolve current issues. . - : o o

7. 1" The area of international data flow-is one in which public sector/private
sector interaction is clearly of immense importance, but the task force did

~ not feel that it had sufficient expertise in its membership or time with

{ ~ which to cover the issues adequately. As-a result, despite the importance

| with which the members of .the task force regarded questions related to

© | . international data flow, the task force did not ‘cover-any of them in its

principles or its recommendations. '

13

8. +/Although the issues related to technology pervaded the entire deliberations

' s of the task force, arising in virtually every item of discussion, in the final..
- analysis the decision was made that the task force did not find it -

' appropriate to present ‘any recommendations or conclusions® about tech-

* .nology as such, =~ S : : }"L..T/

: ? 1 think it is important to recognize those boundary conditions because many
of | those things e did not include might havegbeen in-.your mind as" being
- encompassed by'_tf\% term public sector/private sector interaction. o
~# | T would like to comment, briefly about-the nature of the task force itself.
" It|was selected initially and continued throughout its deliberations to maintain a
balance among three sectors-of our economy--government, private industry (i.e., .
-« for-profit organizations), and not-for-profit organizations. And basically the
membership was almost evenly divided among those three components of our
society. The distribution of philosophical views concerning the role of government
covered literally the complete ‘spectrum, from those-who would claim that the
. -government should do nothing in the area of information distribution, literally
‘ nothing, to those who would regard the distribution of information as an essential
. *.+ " fupction of government and that governmgnt should be able to.make decisions to -
distribute information if it is in the public interest to do so. Between those two
~ polar views would be virtually any other veew of the relationship between the
“p b’lic' sector and the private sector of which you can conceive. o '

L " I would like to make a personal, comment, which does not reflect the task
_ -ce in any sense, but my own observation as chairman. The private sector
1' ...m flnb’ers of the.task force were very articulate, very forceful, and had a very firm -

sp of what ‘they wished to accomplish. The public sector and not-for-profit -

smbers of the task force were somewhat less forceful, less articulate, and less in

; agreement on the, values related to their concern, I thinK that the results may
\ ‘ r‘ej'.%ect that relative degree of ability to articulate and present views forcefully.

R ~ consideration to activities that might arise in the future. The extent to
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The work of the task force can be summarlzed in two statements, the first
of them representing a point of .unanimous agreement. - (Really, from the very
beg1nn1ng it provided-a driving force for our discussions and ach1ev1ng consensus’

' . within the task force.) The second represented the focus of the ma]or phllosophlcal

d1v1slon in the task force.

LY

Flrst the pOlnt of agreement. it is an afflrmatlon of the very context that

K o
" led to establishing the task force in the first- place. To quote froY‘n the report ‘that

we submltted to the Natlonal Comm1551on‘

""-."Informatlon resources, products, and serv1ces ‘are vital . compo—.
" nents of our society, of our economic productivity, of our govern-

- ‘mental operation,. of our 1n§w1dual growth and well-being. .They

. are increasing in their value and importance, however ‘their-role
' may be measured, Government activity should be designed to
" foster the -development and use of information resources and to -
ellmlnate 1mped1ments to such development and use." . : '

- As will be summarlzed later, most of the pr1ncrples 1dent1f1ed by the task

force, but especially ‘Principle# 1, 2, 5, and 7, reflect this view. They are each

intended to identify guidelines o ederal policy that will support the development .
. and use of. 1nformatlon resource roducts, and serv1ces. L '

“‘-«'.

Second the focus of dlfference in phllosophy and pr1nc1ple- there are basic

differences in view. concerning .the proper role of the Federal government or of -

government in general with respect to- providing information: resources, products,
" and. services. - They result in- confllcts between restr1ct1ng and not restr1ct1ng the.

role of government. Lo _,,(, . : -

In the task force debate, those who would restrict the role of government'" o

/ would prefer to place reliance on the forces of the marketplace. Spec1f1cally, our
,/ society -is founded on the tradltlonal view ‘that individual fréedom and initiative
expressed through compet1t1ve private enterprise are the best means for supplying.
. the’ products: and seryices needed by society'and the- best“means. for allocating
resources. Government entry into the marketplace can have a chilling effect on

l
_ l pr1vate sector investment in the generatlon,. collectlon, andg;llstrlbutlon of infor~

~mation.. When the government enters the’ marketplace, it 19terferes with the
ability of the market mechanism to allocate resources to the-optimum production
of goods and services. The] pr1vate sector, if not threatened by the ant1compet1t1vel
efféct’of government in the marketplace, can widen the distribution.of information
from government as well as from other. act1v1t1es and thus increase the avallablhty

of 1nformatlon. ' S

In contrast ‘those who- would favor not restr1ct1ng the role of government
will pomt to the. follow1ng there is need to assure equitable, open access to the
public in" general to: 1nformat}on that has been generated ‘collécted, processed,
and/or distributed by. taxpayer funds. To participate fully in our ‘democratic -
“society, citizens must be informed and aware, regardless of their 1nd1v1dual ability
to pay for needed information; -“Information needs that are not servéd by the.

" marketplace must be met by government., The ‘government has a role to play in

stimulating the development of information as a resource for dealing with societal -
problems, - The remaining pr1nc1ples, pr1marlly Principles 3, 4, and'6, and. most of -~

the task force's recommendations aré-concerned with means for. resolv1ng confllcts
1mp11ed by this ma]or dlfference in phllosophlcal view, .

3
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In the dlscusslon there was a var1ety‘ of identifiable bases for conflict. And

implicit in the discussion, " In-the report we included a-brief schematic (see Table

B-1 at the end of ‘this. appendlx) wh1ch brought together most of the 1dent1f1able: |
- bases for'conflict. o

o

I h0pe that yoL Wlll recognlze that any schematic is golng to be maccurate:

in many respects and can-‘hardly: convey . the -full - depth of the task - force's
discussions. But it does, ¢ thlnk prov1de a useful.framework. The first three issues

relate to the.governmental aspects of the confllcts._ In: partlcular the function of

government determines the range of conflict or the point.in the range of conflict,

' _although these were never formally identified during the discussion, they were °

If the function is const1tutlonally 'defined--national defense, for example, is a. °

the range of conflict is likely to be limited. . If it is congressionally mandated, we

likely to be very high. 1 .am not: going to repeat what you can reag rﬁore fully in-the:
report. But, once again, the purpose of the :information ah

- _constititionally defined.activity, copyright is a constitutionally defined activity—-
* .are likely to-have a moderate conflict. If it is agency-determined, the conﬂlct is -

d"the degree of

availability of the information also determine the ‘extent to which there will be'*"

confllct about the proper role of government versus the pr1vate sector.

,.

“ The next set of ;ssues relate’ essentlally to the user or the usage made of.
. the information: ' the audience; the ability of that.audience to payj; the social value

of the information (medical information, for example, presumably hav1ng high

“social  value); the economic utility (not necessarily synonomous-with economic = - =
-value); the immediacy. of value; and the extent to which the resources, products,”
and services are user-specific.  This last issue was very crucial in the task force’

deliberations. As the government moves from- creating information as a resource, . -
to distribution “of ‘Eas a product, and then to prov1d1ng tailored services, we-are .

mov1ng from highly enerallzed serylces to 1ncreasmg spec1f1c1ty in the serv1ces. .

-

The flnal set of bases for confllct relate to the processes by Wthh the :

1nformatlon is made available, represented in particular - and for example by the

-amount .of ‘valye added. If we are dealing simply wrth the generation of: and

processing of information, the conflict is likely to be limited. -But as we move to :

j'}compllatlon of ‘information and collectlon of it from a variety of sources (including,
- in particular, private sector ‘sources), the conflict increases. As’ we move to the

-+ packaging of 1nformatlon and providing d1rect serv1ces--1n part1cular marketlng' )
- themi--the confllct becomes hlgh.r . s

The form of avarlabrllty turns’ out to be a basis. of conflict. I we are

: deallng with print or even with. mlcroform, the confllct, at.least in the task force

discussions, was fairly limited. ' But as_we moved to computer-processable data,

and more particularly to online access, the ' conflict. became very, very great.

- Pricing policy’ “and- the, existence of private sector serviges, either presently or

potentially /were both sources of conflict. = And, finally, and in many of the .

~ discussiony most importantly, the source. of the 1nformatlon represents a basis for

conflict. [If it is .collected from the publlC, there may, be moderate conflict,

represent ¢ by the issue of what questions should be included in the census, for.

example. IKit is obtained from. pr1vate sources, the conilict is likely to be very
high. This sthematic glVes you a 'very rap1d p1cture of the kinds of ‘issues with

whlchwestruggled e , . o -

s

- o Now let me. turn to the flndlngs of the task for/ce represented by a set of
pr1nc1ples and then, related recommendatlons. l am not gomg to go to- the full ‘
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.detail of the recommendations, but 1 do want to give you the text of the principles. :

In general, they are quite consistent with each other and quite consistent. with the .. .
set of objectives.” =~ - S S R GO
The first objective means that-we were in favor of open access--and we

used the:words "open access" very carefully meaning without essential limitations
‘on the availability, not "freely available," because that might-inply at no cost-~

“open access to information generated by the Federal government. and in favor.of -

reliance ‘upon libraries and private-sector .organizations, both for-profit and not-

. for-profit, to make readily available the.information that can be distributed by the -
o Federal government. - L T R

" The view of the task force ié that these two sets of institutions; taken

tegether, provide the ‘best -means. for ‘jnsuring public access to -governmentally

distributable information. On the onerhand, the use of librariesy especially public - .

and academic libraries, assures’ that; ability to pay does: not raise barriers which
_ effectively and discriminatively deny -aécess to information. ‘On the other hand,
 the use of private-sector ofganizations, entrepreneurs in the business of providing

information - services, insures that*individual freedom and +initiative will be

dedicated-to developing and marketing a multiplicity of information services whose = .
value is determined by the purchasers rather 'than by the. government. The
principles andrecommendations emphasize the importance- of using this balance-- - -
- ~ libraries and the’private sector entrepreneurs--as means for accessy especially in- .
s - contrast to creating new Federal agencies to do so. The principles dre in'favor of a' .
S leadership role for government rather-than a management role, and of limiting
direct government intervention'in the marketplace. PR

- . Now I would like to give .y.volu a very‘qui'ck';révi,ew of theupi"ir‘\Ci'bles‘;_ .the,‘ .

rélated 're¢ommendatidns are spelled out in detail in the report, Cx

?

Principle No. 1: ~ The Federal government should take a leadership’role in
S 0 . _creating a framework that would facilitate the develop-

ment “and” foster the use of information products. and .
' services. o o , R

Al
N

The recommendations related to this principle specify several areas in which
- government can. provide "leadership: enhancing the.competitive forces of the
" marketplace; affirming. the application of the First Amendment; providing legisla- ..~
tive consistency; using efficient technologies; and supporting ‘education, research,-

/ - - and data collection in this field.
~ Principle No. 2:  The Federél‘ government should establish- and enforce
s S policies and procedures that encourage, and do not. dis-
'“(;I'-i'f ' o ' courage,.investment by the private sector in the develop-

- ment and use of information products and services.

“The 8ix recommendations presented as means for ,i.mpl_emer_\tirig’ this principle relate
+ . toéncouragement of new developments, reducing uncertainties, and reducing risks,
" especially as may be represented by the threat of government entry into the

- marKetplace.

Principle N_e:; 3: . - The Federal government should r_\dta ptovide information - -
, - _products and services in commerce except when there are. -
-, compelling r‘?’sons’ to do sg, ahd theén only when it protects. |

N

\ :



~"to provide or not pro
‘reasons" rather than. "publl

“which the issue of "compelling reasons" can be resolved, The recommehdations

‘Principle 3 really
and | would like

' compelling reas

. the prlvate sector's qvery opportun1ty to assume the

o e functlons commerclally.
B - ) L] “,
ets to the core of the' problem with which we were concerned
comment on some words in this statement. "Compelllng
ly a content-free term. The issue, of course, was hot what afe
s, sihce, in fact, we had no means of coming -to agreement‘ h

reasons" is obvi

~what . is: publlc go
‘information services. We used the term "compelling
ood" prec1sely to point.out that we cannot answer
that questlon. But it is answerable by a process, so'the key point is that process by

‘related to ‘this principle outline a series of steps for determlnlng that there indeed
: rare "compellmg reasons" for the government to prov1de services in commerce:

D e ‘o
e Announce lntentlons, review and apprave any plans before 1mple-‘
' mentation;-do-s0-soon enough so that the nongovernmental activi-

‘ties haVe the opportunlty to respond to them..

r not ‘public good. or what are reasons that government ought .”,

-
]
o

o ‘_Prov1de an- "1nformatlon 1mpact and cost analy51s" as part oi the

process of rev1ew, evaluatlon, and approval C » EE
Loe 'Revrew perlodlcally. . "
- e . Do not arbitrarily restrict the Federal government from enhance- .

ment of 1nformatlon products and serv1ces.

b

governm ent lnformatlon products And. ser}/}ces.

ﬂ‘ The fourth principle is really d1rectly related to the samne set of pnnctples. -

‘Princ1ple Ng-. 4s - 3 - The Federal government,- ‘when it uses, reproduces, or

. and recommendatlons.

&

Principle No. 5:

| P.r‘finciple No. 6:

-part of an information resource,’ prdduct, or service, must
assure that the property rights of the pr1vate-sector
sources are adequately protected

-

“To me,. Pr1nc1ples, Jy- 6 and 7 are perhaps the most 1mportant pr1nc1ples

-~
Y
- “

* The Federal government should make governmentally dis-

. duc1ble form w1thout any constraints on subsequent use. -

* The Federal: government should set prlcmg pOllCleS for

- dlStl‘lbUtlng information products and services that reflect
‘the true cost of access and/or reproduction, any Spec1§rc
prlces to be subject to rev1ew by an 1ndependent authorit

Of. course, we recognlzed the problems in determ1n1ng true cost, but they were
problems. which we were totally unprepared to resolve. That is an accounting
problem, not a pOlle problem,. ' The key point is that the prices for .Federal

government 1nformat10n should not be set in terms of market-orlented criteria,

o

o . Conduct a perlodlc economic assessment of the impact of Federal s

tributable information openly available in-readily repro- .

vy

_distgjbutes information available from the private sector as’ "



L should not be set in terms of making a profit or even pa‘ylng for the costs of
creating the information in the first place. They should be priced at a level that
' will encourage external use of the data.‘ _ : : ST

Principle No. 7: . - The Federal government should actively .use existing -

N :+ - mechanisms such as the libraries of the country as primary

L d . channels for. making governmentally ‘distributable infor-.
I mation available to the.public. =~ . '

» ~_The report was submitted on August &... .1 do have-a couple of personal
" comments I would like to make. They represent concerns on my own part, and [-am
- going to take the opportunity of this forum to express these concerns. -The first:
" relates to-the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980. - "It gave to the Office of
~ Management and Budget an extent of power over distribution of governmental
‘information that, frankly, frightens me. And I want to‘record that with you. My
. ‘copnment is directly related to the issues w{th which the task force was concerned
- duting its deliberations. ‘We found in te Paperwork Reduction Act the embodi- -
_ment of rdany of our recommendations.- And so my concern is not with the

substance of the Paperwork Reduction Act but with the ‘extent ofpower that has -
been placed, essentially in one agency, by it. . o '

- The - second concern relates to the general approach that calls for the
government to have 'cost recovery," because the: effect-of that is, by the very
nature of cost recovery, to put the governinent into the marketplace; that is where

 the real problems-have arisen. Wheri the government functions as though it were a
~ private, entrepreneurial organization in the marketplace for the purpose of making -
- 'money, even if only for the purpose’ of cost recovery, I find that to be 'very

“distressing. ‘What will happen is either to eliminate the availability of government

" information through  government_sources or to put the _government  into the
- competitive position that has been of such concern to the private sector, and

properly of ‘concern. . - ‘ o ’
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,; R APPEND!XC R
A DlSCUSSlON PAPER PRESENTED TOTHE
.~ NETWORK"ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON THE ~
. PUBLIC SBCTOR/PRIVATE SECTOR TASK FORCE mapom

Prepared by Glyn T, Evans S
. SUNY Central Admlinistration .~

The NCLIS task force report is both W1de-rang1ng in" its scope and far- o
-reaching in its 1mplicat1ons. The task of produclng the report must have been
extremely difficult given the circumstances and timing of the work, and the task -

forCe and Chairman Hdyes must be-thanked and congratulated for comlng to some.

" closure on the complex issues which they addressed. lf the report.is not totally
‘accepted for action, at least the problems and constituencies are well identified

. and described. A.record of the conditions and perspectives of a broad spectrum of

~ the information community at the start of the ninth decade of the century such as
-+ that provided by thlS document is a valuable and permanent contr1but1on to society.

mrnooucnoN' |

J .

report. Nonetheless, 1 have some severe criticisms to make of the report prior to

discussion. 1 hope that the criticisms are constructlve and help set, or perhaps‘
-narrow, the stage for subsequent dlSCUSSlOl’\.. SRR : ‘

Seldom have Iseen a. report that is so w1de-reach1ng in its proposals and in -
- the effects of 1mplementat1on which is so-totally devoid, of supporting data. "One
"looks in vain for answers to quantitative questions, such as how much, how many,
- how often, how expens1ve, -how cheap? Presumably the committee had access to
some data; but apart from the bibliography there are no references to supporting

data or to reports of studies undertaken by the task force. It. may well be that
there/were cdotal or experiential data available to the task force, equally valid

of urse, but still. not shared, The NCLIS task ferce recognizes this lack in

recommendlng that data be gathered "to deal w1th 1nformat1on llC)’ 1ssues "

Absence of data 1nd1cates that the task force reache “clésure through the

- careful chojce of language and through compromise and improved understanding of .
“opposing viewpoints rather than by the illumination and appreciation of conditions
by study and analysis. Indeed the report states that "this group argued its way .

across the complicated- landscape of information policy issues." Speaking in St.
Paul, Minn., Chris Burns, a member of the task force, reported that all three

. sectors represented on the task force (public, private} and Federal government) = .
- "did not understand each other well," although during the work (which took two -
years to complete), the group did comne closer to understanding. Obviously, -
contributions to the discussion and apprec1atlon of the issues were a fluenced by
_one's view of the role of government in socaety as by data or: experlence. -

\

l - [

L As \l‘/réarpreted the arge, it is my functmn 10 d1scus§ ‘those aSpects of'
' the report which-directly relatg to the work of the Network Adv1sory Committee
*and the development: of library networks, It is not my function to review the entire

-2



It s already apparent. that discussion of the report will follow the same
'~ pattern, with ldealogues at each end of the spectrum staking out ground from
which to contribute to the debate. This, of course, |§ healthy and a welcome ',
afflrmatlon of the strength and wit of -democratic'soclety, One must observe,
however, the, rather grim irony of .a cruclal debate on: the future of the
"Information Soclety" belng, held In the almost total absence of information, ,
- Some Issues and factors were left unexamined or. unrecognized by thé}‘{ S
report, Examples are definitions of "information"-and related asSumptions about’
~informatlon “as a resource;. serlous speculation on developing information tech- i |
nologles and itheir effects; the International .aspects , information; 'detailed '~ |
descriptions of, and recommendations about, the not-for-profit information sector,. = |
~ which can'range from the Chemlcal AbstractS Seryice to OCLC to local library Y
. consortiay. and the accelerating rate of change in society where technology is
‘forcing issues well before society has developed the social mechanisms to deal with «=" .-
 them. (The present report-is itself a valiant example of society's attempts-to deal - -
~'with an“amorphous problem—about- which- it hasi?\ve\g ‘
adeqiiate methodology; theory, nor ‘data to produce a satisfactory. solution.) Tt will -
- be difficult to .ignore  some of these elements in discussing ‘the report and- its -,
' relation to library networks. Complexity will not disappear through inattention. o

: It is also necessary to note that the library, as an institution, is the_ one
sector which must be the most responsive to changing technology but the one which
will be the hardest to change.” The .very difference.of ‘missions and . goals,

. constituencies, . funding sources, geography, and professional expectations make it
. extremely difficult to direct or predict adequate response.. This situation, contrasts
" sharply with the well-directed efforts of the private sector and the cohesiveness of |
‘government.  Library.-networks have been the premier catalyst for library change in .~ -
the last decade; will, can, and should this continue for the next decade,.given the
technological and fiscal imperatives which face the library? - : o

\

- I suggest that one mechanism with- which to focus this discussion is to
concentrate on the economic issues. Some methods of ‘information distribution and
‘access are presumably more  cost-effective in- narrow terms and more’ cost- :
beneficial in broad societal terms than others. - Some kinds of inforrnation are
presumably miore efficiently and beneficially distributed one way-than-another. All *
parties--government, private sector, and the library community--have consti-
tuencies to which they .are responsible for -both the provision of service
(goods/processes) and economic efficiency (maybe survival). The conference at St.
'Paul was well named "A Question of Balance'; without being too naive, 1 propose.
that it is more a question of economic rather than.political or ethical balance. _ -
. _In this paper, thereforé, I concentrate on the economic aspects of those '
‘recommendations which'afféct a library network. : I :

THE LIBRARY NETWORK AS A COMPONENT OF THE NOT-FOR-PROFIT SECTOR
. The répbrt in.its first 'vd'éf_i_nition of sectors defiﬁes the Public Sector and -
the Private Sector as follows: .~ ' o ) -

- PUBL'IC-,SECT‘OR..,_This‘ term is taken to include government and,
more specifically, Federal government. ““Agencies, like public

v .

ue-tnease--but -has neither—.._ ... ..



Tey

‘initiative in not-for-profit; response to a failure in the private enterpt}

.
N ' ‘

Hbrarles or bubllc universities that are 'tax-suppor‘ted, aven though
non-governinental in character, are Included. S

'

)
[l

PRIVATE SECTOR. This term ls taken to Include private enter~
. prises, for-profit and not-for-proflt, as well as organizations such
as professional socletles and trade assoclations, hybrlds that are
" jolnt government/private enterprise, and organizatlons such as '
privately supported llbrarles and universities (even though they
may be supsidized by public funds). . o
: It then recognized "the ambiguous position of the third sector. organizations
(universities, Mbrarles, research institutes, professional socletles).  While the

-

definitions into & three-sector division as follows:

report was not -able to resolve this. ambliguity, it does continue by expanding the -

, PRISE. - ."O’rgar'\izations in the ‘privété"Se,c'tbr', in
business for the purpose of making a.profit. - R

PRIVATE ENTE

~

NOT-FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS. Srganizgtions, both' public
‘and private (such as universitie$, libraries, - professional societies
“and trade -associations, non-profit research institutes, etc.), that
.provide. non-governmental services, but ‘without ‘the purpose- of
';"makingap'roﬁt‘from_doilng_-s'o.g"‘_' S ’ SEN '

GOVERNMENT. Federal, state, and local government,'l‘includi'hg'
. legislative, executive; judicial,-and independent agencies perform-
"+ ing the functions iri governing the society. .- SRR

"It will be noted that library networks and 'biﬁlingx‘alihic .utilities are’ not

'fspec'ifically identified as members of the not-for-profit sectors - (When I discussed

this informally with a task force member, he could not recall any discdssion ‘of the |

rolé of networks during the meetings.) .~ ...,
. co - 1 L

. The bibliographic networks as we recognize: them: today we're’"fou'nded ‘and

~developed as the result of specific stimuli. The first was the evidence of need. -

A

Important economic studies such as the papers in Libraries at Lar@e,1/ and later, * 7" -

expressions of that work, e.g., Baumol and Marcus on the Economics of Academic
Libraries,2/ brought wider realization of 'the:need to ghange*'techni&Ues. -

As important és.thga‘recog‘nition of need was the recognition 6f oppo'rtuni'ty'_.,

"The principal opportunity was surely provided by the :L;iibrary' of Congress with its.
_pioneering development of automation, from the King report (1972).
_early MARC. experiments to the rdistribution of MARC II tapes commencing in -

3/ through the

—

- 1969. Of course, the concurrent computer, telecommunications, periphgral equip-
ment, and software industrial developments -were Critical, but it is difficult to
.. claim that, in the first instance, they were designed for the library ot information
_ dissemination marketplace. One remembers the injtiative of.thg American Library-
Association in the development.of the upper and lowercase print«chaing.Another -
ipakranother -

later example is ‘development by OCLC of the Beehive 100 term

3 E‘fj?’; :

 The vision and leadership which- the Library ‘of Congress _prov1zi§d.vm‘
developing the formats, working within the international community, and distri-

" buting its authoritative 'data: were. critical to the survival of libraries in the

R
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- Eollawlnﬁ doce\clo, but one notlces that Its work was bullt uponR«f“
th

“ community ever Jince, with a huge effory. bolng mage

N\
.an’ 1nterest1ng study since in their; various ways, all have been built prirngrily by
public funds, either through Federal, st\e, or *private foundation -grants, Their
continuation, however, . has depended -oh*the sale of services to their | ber
libraries, and their" governance. and control have - rernained in Boards of. Trustees -

ta' §‘~

W ot-for~pr oflt
sector, that Is the ‘networks and Individual llbrarles'such ag the New. York Publlc
Llbrary, Stanford Unlverslty, University of Chlcago, and a cpuplc afigtate librarles,
- The development in the early' stages was largely lgnored by, th prlva sector, It ls
Anteresting 1o observe that oser time, the Library of Q n as9) “Was not able to

‘'sustaln its contribution of authorltative bibllographic dutai’ I, 1y ‘itlll viewed a! tlm !

authority, but Jack of .tunding.and the sheer volume of. titles needing- to.

‘cataloged as tibraries and networks grew have overwhelped it (Of 7,26 mllllon*
“records on'the OCLC file, 16% or 1,159 million are from Library of Congress.) The

resulting problems in data Input quall'gy havé exerc@ ed the llbrary network

libraries, networks, and the Library of. Congress ltself -
-ment funding to support the Library of. Congress antd peraps other "authoritative"
librarles to be priire data producers be a:wise investment dor soclety? Or is'this an
area into which private enterprise c pld and should sfep? Clearly the present mode
is'wasteful overall of human resource L ; : .

The development of the three ldajor blbhographic netWorks in the US, is

drawn largely from members. The same is largely true_of the regional and local

networks which may be affiliated w1th a, natlonw1de ut111ty or may be providing

~ purely. local or statewide- serv1d@si’* /fhe role’ of direct Federal and statewide

‘ Perhaps the more srg lflcant aspect 6f the‘iﬁwary expendtture is not the
maintenance.of the network through the purchase of service but the contribution to
research and development. ‘As. I noted elsewhere the blblrographlc utilities. have
become important research engines in"bibliographic developmerit. - (They. are not
unique in this, of course; major abstracting and indexing data’ producers such as the

Chemical Abstracts Service and Blologlcal ‘Abstracts perform the same résearch

In data remediation by
Would Increased govern-"

, fundmg is 'c'hmlmshlng, and libraries are mcreasmg their expendltures on networks.

function in "a parallel arena.) - The’ llbrary contribution' -to research is not .

) unconsc1ous. ; 1t is active in its contrlbutlon of adv1ce regarding developments and
expectant regardmg results, whether the result'is a'new system, a new technical

development, or a data base actlv1ty ‘The 1mportant element for this discussion is

', rfﬁﬁ"‘

I the three major networks began, and contmue, as not-ffor prof1t groups
(along with their regional and local affiliates), technical and market developments
have assured that they are not the only network developers. Since.the mid-1970s,

privaté entrepreneurs, perhaps mos notlceably CL Systems, Inc., have developed

library c1rculat19n systems Wthh hdve the capacity ‘to.serve many libraries in a.
. region, can be. 11.',
an online catalog.

Ad together to;créate a network, and can be expanded to provide

" that agaln, apart from indivigual: consultants and conversations with. vendors, the - :
.development generally does not include pr1vate enterprise. One other important,, -
'development is the expansion, of network membership to. include libraries of for- .
profit institutions, a new component, and. recognized as both'a growth area'and an =
important contributor of 'bibliographic.wealth, Thelr partlcrpatlon is both blurrlng sl
of dlfference and leavemng of expectatlon. AR : 5 S

Eyrther fhey can be fed through local data derived in machine- -

readable form:from the blbhographlc utilities, either through.the terminal or/apes.

: for-proflt groups to. serve thelr soc1al purposes. Insofar as the: manufacturer

;{34- B

| Once bought and installed, however, these become tools used and controlled.By not-- -
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continues research and development N"vaﬁtment, it i, probahly not to provide . °

"natworlk! services but to Increase the attractivehess of the' product for local
groups wishing to establish a "network," : |

One “addlitlonal group which s "growl;ng in r@énghltlon\'la the vendor of -

microcomputer software which can be usad-independently to provide word process= -,

Ing and- analytic services and as terminals to access bibliographle.and other data:

I
bases, . A 4 A C o

“Access to abstracting and'indexing data bases has grown ln\a ditferent way,
. Flrst, the data bases themselves were not necessarily viewed as thé end product by
the manufacturers; rather they were the means to the production of printed
- products, Indeed when-approached hy computing centers for access to the data,
some vendors had a great deal of difficulty In assessing the value and the price to
be pald for coples of the data base. - The major abstracting and indexing data base

t

producers . in the early ploneering days were primarlly (although not-exclusively) -

governmental or not-for-profit.groups such as the Natlonal Library of Medicine,
Chemical Abstracts Service, or Biosciences Information Service (BIOSIS), and as
stated, the data bases supported printed products, NLM led the way-in providing
access to machine-readable files through SUNY's Biomedical Communication
Network: and MEDLINE. But very quickly, private enterprise saw the opportunity
. to access the same or other files. This led to the development of Lockheed's
Dialog service, the System Development Corporation, gnd the Bibliographic

Retrieval Service, whose function Is to provide computer access and: generalized

‘software which can access a variety of files, Other private specialized systems
exist, such as LEXIS for law materials. e -

Muc_:h of .("ché controversy: in. the NC_L_lS task forge report. concerns the

access to government produced data bases when. the government provides .the

" access to its own data base and the development of services by government -which

challenge similar servides already available. Examples of both groups are given on
'page$ 79-81 of the report. ' (The:National: Institute of Mental Health. case is an
interesting example of the absenci of additional information. One immediately

asks what constitutes the forty percent. of unique matetial in NIMH? Is it.rejected

by Psychological Abstracts; is it published injournals not indexed by Psychological
‘Abstracts; what unique material”in*Psychological Abstracts is not indexed by

!

NIMH; how. timely are the respective data basesy and so on?) .

AT I

BIBLIOGRAPHIC NETWORKS |
i - - " . s .
— ) . . ] ! . L1 » '

e The important focus in this section is not a rexew of the past but an
* understanding of the forces. which have. forcefipetfork development. It is
important to understand -the degree of confluence that is taking place, can be
‘expected to take place in the near future, and may continue through the next

: decade. o k
- AAf‘,:.NOW L

1. Their membership has spread from exclusive access from the puDlziC‘ o

sector to libraries in for-profit institutions. This is still a minority
group (and will continue to be so under IRS understandings), but it

N is an important group which brings with it "a different under-
Sy standing of the\value and price of information. . As stated by, one
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~and bupport for Library of- (;onbresa has bu,n recognlzed,
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spacial librarian, M can't pmvtde mueh oﬂgmal m(ormauon from""

v

ny Hbrary, but [ar anxtoua to f)ny for what l gat

l{edugad funding from govarmnent and Eounda:lona has created a

“cooperative, mutually de{mndem par tnerghlp batwaen libraries and
natworks with librarles (
deva\lopmont c\nd contributing to its nu\nr\gmnom.

The llbrarles have galnﬁd an appreciatlon of the value of the asset

* of the'massive data bases which they have built tooperatively and

1sers) knowingly paying Eor Teaec\rch e\nd‘

" the telecommunjcations lnfrc\itruc;tura which thay nupport inorger

to aqce‘m that data base,

/\ mare "buslnoss-llke" t\pproaoh by blbllogmphlo utllltlm. regional

“networks, and partlcipating lbrarles has Taken - pluce, with a =

“hardening of the declsion process. tollowlng thc tlgntenlng of "soft"_

money. 7 BRI |

The need to atrengthcn qut\llty control of thu data baso through
joint efforts, research and development In authority flle control,

Expanslon of horizons. of . servlc.c into - addxtlonal systems and
services, from. non-rornan character sets to online Cdtle{,S to
dnstributed systems, has taken place. .

- _. N

Competltion amony the utmttes has been recognu.ed

Near Term
—-3—\4‘-—‘-

'.l. )

2

T 5-

’ 60"‘;.':_:% .

- of online catalogs.

‘Development of offline products from data bases; €ge union lists '_

of serlals. .

Continuation of joint work-on’ authorrty files and the development

e

- Explmtatlon of the  telecommunication networks through such, _
projects as OCLC's Gateway (which has the potentlal of interfacing -
. with pr1vate sector data base serv1ces) . '

Recognition of excellence in catalogmg in certain institutions in an
effort to expand the authorlty and qualnty of bibliographic data

bases.

'_Rvapld expansion of .the use of r'm'crocomputers as very in‘telligent

terminals spawning a vast variety of local systems and services,

perhaps expanding beyond the hbrary to the laboratory .or the‘

home.\

Development of dlstrlbuted systems by the blbhographtc utnhtnes to .
* provide local services such as circulation, online catalogs, etc., so
that the systems will be linked. as an mtegral part of the main

blbhographnc networks. =

Lod
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7. Expansion of ihte;faces between not-for-profit utilities and private
enterprise systems for circulation and-other services.

8.. Impraved management information services pulling ‘together‘_ data -
- from a variety of sectors into coherent systems. .
9. " Electronic interface between not-for-profit utilities and private

enterprise jobbers, vendors, and publishers.

C. " Long Term ‘
| L. Attempts to cope with electronic publishing on demahd, electronic
~ document delivery, and videotext, For example, the.-introduction
by the Library of Congress of videodisk storage of its catalog could

have consequences on the services provided by the utilities.

2. Continued expansion to the international community, cdhceivably :

resulting in twenty-four hour service in the U.S. and further -
By expansion of the data base.
3. Additionﬁ-llattempts to enhance the range and quality of data bases

through the deliberate stimulus of selecting collections for retro-
spective conversion and the development of by-products from the
“bases. : :

ECONOMICS O}" LIBRARY"V‘NETWORKS ‘

" It is generally accepted that the ;;urpose of library networks is to improve

the cost effectiveness of,operations of both individual participants and the group as ..
a whole. The network does this in'two ways: first, by lowering the direct cost of a®"
specific function, e.g., cataloging a book; and second, by improving the utilization. .
of bibliographic, human, spatial, and fiscal resources. This-is not different from ..
the function of a library within its community but merely an extension of the

purpose to a larger environinent.

It has been well demonstfated that networks are successful in achieving
these goals. Many studies of libraries have shown reduced costs, shifting .of

personnel, reduced backlogs, and other benefits over and above the fiscal and soclal”

costs of nstituting change.  The change in regional network operations, for
example, when early workers were almost missionaries, to the present alinost
unsolicited moyer%\)é‘nt of libraries to networks, demonstrates acceptance.

) S L o

- ~-Zwo problems are presented. First, while it is relatively easy to demon-
strate reduced cost, we lack ‘an adequate economic model to assess the value of
improved' service. This is true-of libraries as well as of networks, This is more
“than an operational inconvenience, 3_'I~'n times of challenge, a well-ordered, well-
disciplined -group, such as the ‘private sector, with a clear target and firm
_expecfations can seize the initiative. The government and public sectors have
goals of service which remain vaguely stated in economic terms. Unless and until
libraries and networks can make clear economic value statements and eStablish
goals in clear economic terms, they will be disadvantaged in any conflict over" turf.

o4
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The second problem is that it is difficult to see clearly how the new
' technology (videotext, electronic publishing on demand, 'electronic document
'~ \‘ - delivery, etc.) will affect the operation-and function of many libraries. (Clearly

|- the effects and the -degree of -acceptance will be a direct function of its .
\'  community.) But to what degree will or can the library be bypassed? How will
| libraries respond? What effect will this have on the economics of libraries? And
on the economics of networks? How will the roles and the economic raison d'etre
1\ of networks change as the economics of information access and delivery change?
l“ Both of these problems are rich areas for research and discovery; and there- -

| may yet be time to find answers. '

* THE PUTURE NETWORK IN RELATION TO THE TASK FORCE REPORT
L . It is proposed that the future network will be:

3 sy An online catalog, which links
b o= bibliographic, ' ‘
\ : : ' - publishing (including electronic and publishing on demand),
1 : disciplinary, o
: : abstracting and indexing, and
holdings and inventory information,

\ ' :
\ all of which are]ieVeloped and maintained by a L
\ mixture of service providers drawn from all

, three sectors, each working through economic
\ self interest to mutual economic advantage.
| .

- cod ’ ~ Users of the "catalog" will have access to a variety of
L I P - - supporting services such as ordering, printing, and 2
: . interlibrary loan through the same mechanism, :

'
|
[

1 " If that view can be atceptéd as a working definition for the purpose of this

VAR paper, how will selected principles and recommendations from the NCLIS task
e force report help or hinder development? - : - '
| : -

1

Recommendation 1. Information Environment:  Given an increased
= " recognition_of the value of -information, govern-
ment may need to stimulate its dissemination.. The

- economic question is how should the government
;, ) : enhance the activity? In some -cases by direct
o ‘ N distribution, in others by subsidy (enhancement of
. competitive forces). The user's search for infor- -

. o ' " mation through a network could lead to either
A\ _ source, and probably. the user doesn't care. Need
v ot ' . will supersede doctrine. The user just wants the

best service he can get. In other words, the
“information needed will change the mode of

‘! - delivery. L : '
Recommendation 4, _ - Use of Technology: Of course, but it is true of all
' } - . levels of public sector activity not just at the
o - . Federal government level. There are competing
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] views within the sector of the appropriate loc:i_of .
. - ' responsibility and initiative. It is important not to
a underestimate the questions of turf.

- RecommendationJ. Standards: Absolutely essential at the national and
R ! international level. The negative tone "will not

. inhibit" is curious; "will encourage" is preferable

) language. . T ' :
Recommendations 6-7. Education and Researcfi: Again absolutely" essen-
» tial, It is a tragedy that with a few honourable

exceptions, the library schools have lost the ini-  «
_ tiative during the past decade. Educational needs
" go beyond the organizer of information to. the user
. o %or under-user) of information. Loss of Federal and:-
~ _ T . state research funds is also a tragedy. Some
competitive sources, €.g., Title Ila of the Higher
: Education Act, had a splendid record of objectivity -
_« © and success which are almost a model of govern-
_ ' ment stimulus through research support. - o
\_‘3 ,
: - Recommendations 8-9. Statistics and Management Data: The burden of
o ' - this paper is precisely that there are not enough
data to. make informed decisions, .Data are
becoming more available-as a by-product of the use
of machine-readable files; but there remains the
serious question of the degree of acceptance of (or -
" amount of fear generated by) accurate manage- -
ment information within organizations.. It.is pos-
‘ sible to hold .the view that improved management.
.+ of a library or network through access to better: ™ -
“managerment .data is one.of the most impgrtant
benefits that can be derived from network use, -

‘Recommendations 10-11. = "The view of this paper is that the issues are the"
’ economic questions of ‘cost-benefit, not “doctrine..

.« The value of the information will be determined by::... .
the users and the use to which it is put, not the"

- mode of its distribution,.. . e

g CIR . . } ) 1 L

Recommendation 12. 7 Yes.o .

o V N R T .
~ Recommendations 14~15. - An ‘interesting example of "added-value" in- the
: ' + network environment is the use and re-use made of .
Library of Congress MARC tapes by.subscribers in.
.- networks - and individual' libraries; - Here, the _
o .+ - . .provision of processing services. 'to"allow: local = .-
' T e adoption and re-use is the fundamental activity,
' o and this meets the expectations which Library of
Congress had when it commenced the " distribution

coL é’e_rvice. ' Networks: would also probably accept
. R incentives'to expand their -activities where appro- *
\ ' . . priate. | D S
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Recommendations 19-23.. ~~ Even if one accepts the principle, thé definitions of -

S SR ncompelling reasons" are very difficult. There is
no _ language in these recommendations which
suggest that the efficiency of:ithe private sector
should also be reviewed althoe‘u1 h the question is

7 I '
‘ ' i e l

© ...~ .- raised in the discussion (p. 67fof the NCLIS task .
-+ force report). One’assumes t e},'qg;ﬁthe government
"~ ©wouldlet a bid or that contract:renewal would be
« the basis for such review. A specific recom-
oo * mendation would have restored some semblance of
i ' balance. ' SRR C
. . . Recommendation 23 is rather begrudging in its:
~ tone and intent. In the network environment, it is.
. - ~ easy to identify examples where the government
A - ° _should be actively encouraged: to expanhd. and
. . .- i . enhance its information products.- If the Library of
’ - Congress could speed and expand its-cataloging
activities, for example, the cost\keneficial effects
“would immediately be felt by many libraries.

’

P

. In terms of library networking these recommen-
- dations are acceptable; the value of the online
catalog . proposeg in- this section would be dimi-
nished by the absence.of government data. There

, is some danger in recommendations 24 and 25 if it
. SN _is assumed that "no charge" is "no cost.". Deposit"
o of and access to' documents and access to catalogs

" incur expenses’ which would be intolerable for a
- local library or network Unless operational support

is offered. Recommendation 27 can only be imple-

mented. ‘within the capaéity of the existing infra-

__ i ‘ :,-':,--»:,V;_.:_\ T ‘structure to absorb an additional workload. There
I .+ - s, however, economic reason to expect that it is
' | e ‘ cheaper to’expand an existing organization than to
S > create a new one,- N '
CONCLUDING REMARKS L S

.. The NCLIS task force report is an impoertant contribution to the discussions
- on information policy. Many of the recommendations are unexceptionable. It does
‘enunciate some "principles" that. are controversial, which in their wording and
intent represent the prevalence of a disciplined market viewpoint within the task
- .force; The not-for-profit sector and library networks were barely accounted for by
the task-force. Its deliberations in the end focused almost exclusively on the right
of the private sector to publish government information when it wishes to.
: . The'government is a massive producer of information, gnd for the ultimate

.- 'user, -timeliness, accuracy, and cosy efficiency of distribution” and access are the .’
.primary  criteria of acceptance, not who undertakes the taskes It is not possible

<. from the report to make accurate judgments about the. merits of any claim given )
-.the lack of supporting data (which the report itself recognizes in~one of its . ..~

recommendations).” «. . o
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The responsibility of a network, however, is to provide access to as many
sectors and sources of information as possible as cost effectively as possible. The
user, through selection of information sources, will be the ultimate judge of the
efficiency of information distribution and will, through choice, determine the range
and scope of network services, S ‘
¥ _Important though the report is, it is difficult to accept that adoption of the
principles it pdses is the central issue which faces society as it moves further’into
the information age. Many of its recommendations will, if implemented, improve
the upderstanding and efficiency of information access and distribution, through -
networks where economically appropriate, The central issues of understanding
fully the information economy remain and demand urgent attention:

- . ~
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NAC A\:TIONS ON NCLIS TASK FORCE REPORT
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W

'NCLIS'Pi'inciples ’ L NELIS Recorﬁmenfiations NAC"Recommendétions»'

- Principle 1. The
. . Federal government
- » * should take a leadershlp
~ role in creating a frame-
wiork that would facilitate
La\e development and foster : . ) - : .
the use of information pro- - o e v
ducts and services. - _ - :

Recommendation 1. Provide -~ "° = -
an environment that will ~ :
_ enhance the competitive "
R o forces of the private sec-
o ' tor so that the market
mechanisms can be effective
~in allocating resources in
the use of information and -

IR ' A " in directing innovation v
AN : ) . into market determined areas. .
I . Recommendation 2. Affirm - Uncertain of
| ", .- the applicability of the applicability

- First Amendment to infor-
mation products and services.

) . . Recommendation 3. Encourage
ARSI ‘ o - Congress to be consistent in _ . 3
: ’ _ . the language used andin the o v
: / "~ - application of principles C S

. : - relating to information 0 o
products and services such =~ - ¢
_ © . as those identified.in this
\ A ‘ report, when it formulates
: () S legislation and when it .. .
exercises its oversight role. . )

“Recommendation 4. Encourage ' Support: , O

. . , .. government agencies to - oo

» , . utilize the most efficient IR AR A
- : o (information) technologies. : \ 2

°
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ety . . .
L - .- -

s . “NC!.‘I‘S Recommendations

tary standards that will"not

: inhibit the further develop= .

s o - ~ meent of innovative information

et . ' products and services.” .

L o Recommendatlon 6. Encourage

- o I and support educational pro-
o ’ v grams that provide the

: - professional skills needed to

- further.the development and

use of information as an eco-

nomic and social resource,

_ . Recommendatlon 7. Encourage ’
e "and support both basic-and
_ , o applied research in library-

°, ~ ' and information science.

IR N ROV : ~ Recommendation 8. ‘Encourage
: ' PR and support statistical . ;
programs and related research
to provide the data needed to

~ deal with mformatxon policy -
issues. .

v _ A Recommendat10n9 Conduct
s .. -a periodic econiomic assess-.
T “ment of the lmpact of

tion p?oducts and services. ~i* "

' 'ﬁ..v A . | Recommendatlon 10. E.ncourage
s Federal agencies to regard
the dissemination of infor-
. mation, especially through thé
- mechanisms of the private.
. P ‘ . sector (both for-profit and ,
v S " not-for-profit), as a high"
S el .. . priority responsibility.
SR S ' Lo ,
e T _ ' 'Recommendation 1. Identify
' and evaluate alternatives
to existing-federal informa- "~ -
 stion dlssemmatlon mechanisms?

-43-

Federal government informa-. -

R : ) Recommendation 5. Encourage . b
T S - the setting and use of volun=,s ...

*

N AC Re\commendatidns

Support

'Suppor’-;t- ‘

Support -

Support
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NCLIS Principles:
o e
Ced

o

‘ Prmc1ple 2, The Federal

government should establish
and -enforce policies and
procedures that encourage
and do not discourage,

.-investment by the private .

sector in the development
and use of information

products and serv1ces.

Lot

TR

»

NCLIS Recommendations

B ,Recofnmenda“t'ion 12. DeVelpp

and support the use of
libraries as active means
for access to governmental
information by the public,

| R_ecdm,mendation 13, Idehtify‘

and eliminate legal and
regulatory barriers-to
the introduction of new
information products and
services.

Recommendaﬂon 14. Encourage
“private enterprise to "add
. value" to government informa- . .

tion (i.e., to repackage it,
provide further processing:
services, and otherwise enhance

the information so that it can "'__

be sold ata proﬁt)

. Recommendauon 15. Prov1de

incentivest igxlstmg
orgamzanons"such as -

. libraries and bookstores,

that will encourage thein
to expand their activities
in dissemination of govern-
mentally distributable ‘

-~ information. . -

1

b

N AC Recommendanons :

Support y

e
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NCLIS Principles

y Principle 3. The Federal
~;government should not
provide information
7% products and services
~*'in’commerce ‘except when
- there are compelling
reasons to do'so, and .
then only when it
protects the private
sector's every oppor- -
tunity to assume the
function(s) commercially.

| Recommendatlon 167
. Establish procedures )

R RS

¢

NCLIS Recoﬁi mendatlons

:o' o

which will create a

_realistic opportunity -

for private sector
involvement in the
planning process for
.government 1nformatlon
‘activities. ~

‘Recommendation 17. Involve -
thel private sector in the -

- protess of formulating

“standards relating to
Federal information
1 act1v1t1es.

Recommendatlon 18. Create
or improve mechamsms for
_ensuring that the actions
of government agencies, in

" developing information

resources, products, and

. serv1ces, are consistent
" with the policies, goals, -

and long-range plans that
are announced

° ..

> , 8
Recommendation 19. Announce
intentions sufficiently :
ahead of time to provide an
opportunity for private
sector involvement when a’
government agency, for

. reasons it regards as

compélling, should plan -

to develop and/or market
an information product or
service.

43

5.

AC Recomm 9ndatlons

Support

- Support
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- NCLIS Pr,inciplesA SR NCLIS Recommendations ~ NAC Recommendations
. LA . . 7 : - e -
L _— Recommendatxon 20. Revxew o )
. v ' and approve, before imple-.;
A\ o ' - menta ion, any plans for. the
s A - _-goVernment to develop and/or . - &
. market an 1nformat10n product My
S .. or servxce, the review to be .

o S ~carried out by an agency R
e appropriate to the branch ofr . . o0 N
i S - - government (such as OMB GAO, T DR

: . o .:_‘J. . - CBO) . . c

i

f '

' - S Recommendatxon 21 o ‘

A L »Include an "Information S
- " _impact and cost’ analysxs" T .

: : ‘ _ : as part of 'the process’of . . : S
et o review, evaluation,and v v T
o o ' " . approval of any plans for. - - . N
* the government to ‘develop Lo SV
and/or to market aninfor-~ = . U7
mation product or service, ... v T

. theanalysis to cover . = - -./7 ST

“ . economic and social effects, o SR
- effects on.existing product

and services, effectson
potential private sector’
L AR . products and segvices, and e ' _
R benefxts to the pubhc. B

L Recommendatxon 22, Rewew _ Lo .
_ _periodically to evaluate . e Ty e
L ‘ . ‘ . the desirability of contmua- ST
tTomh e \~< oo tion of any information product' '
. , .+ T . " .. orservice as a governmental
. N R T L §.=act1V1ty.

8

: BT 'Recommendatlon 23 Donot . . .. Support:
T : arbitrarily restrict the S L S
o ot Federal governiment from - - v

. enhancement of- 1nformat10n ‘
SR products and services, even -
..o~ 7 jf solely to meet the needs,

e - R ~ -~ of constituencies outside -+ : .
| - SR ~ the government itself. =~ .. iy




NCLIS, Pr1nc1ples ..+ . NCLIS Recommendations » NAC Recommendations .
_ __j-Prmc1ple 4. The
"Federal government“ R , : . , . :
when’'it uses, repro- , . e e oo ' /o o o -
duces, or distributes - - - - . - T
.information-available.: - ‘
“from the private. .
-sector as part of an.
information resource, L _
product, or service, . .. . g )
“wnust assure that the. ' DO ' L
, . property rlghts of. the - )
w'= . private sector sources. . - i
- ¢ are adequately protected o

Support

A . o

o Prmc1ple\5.. The Federal
. go_vernment should make

outany:constraints on*
subsequent use,

A .'5“"vt
T

onv orimjore registers to
‘the public determife .

i R : . “what governmentally d1str1-
o - .~ butable information is 7

. R P N L : T

N avarlable. _ .

oo Rec&g}:mendatlonaZS. Deposrt
i e ‘ - governmentally distributable.
e o S - information, il whatever form
e \ w0l .- it maybe available,at )
v o o TR E . national and regional centers, TR

) ' g . Los o o svinceluding regxonal depositary iv T W7 Tt
T . 2 -"llbrarles,>where itmaybe ' = N U
T -, examined at no charge. : ’ PR RIS .

e B Recommendatron 26 Do not o
R T assert dny Federal government .~
LT __copyrrghts on information the . ....® =
...~ = Federal government makesw‘,_e"". e . CLe
‘ - ' ""domestrcally avaxlable. S
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' T NCLILRe’comfnendétions - ... NAC Recommendafions
" Pr1nc1ple 6. The Federal ‘ D : R R
government should set LT ST - : S . T

S . I -

s pricing policies for - : ,
Py ,ﬁ'_’;’ ,;dlstmbutmgmformatmn e R
el products orservices that 7 v_ ' L
Gt reflect the true cost of 1 L e :
' - access and/or reproduc- o N - V
.o tion, any specific prices: - A ' '
‘ _to be subject to review.an - ¢
: 1ndependen‘t authomty. '

| Pr1nc1ple"7 The: Federal T Ve T~ ¢ Support-
government should actively« . . T P '
use existig mechanisms such - . :

."as the libraries of- the - e T SR o .

_ Country, as primary. channelq-“' A AP .

.+ formaking governmentally " i e ' '

“: . distributable information® .. Lo - , o

-~ available to the public, ‘"™ o I SRR

R .| .Recommendation 27. Use the ~ Support
- © ' “:a'hation's libraries and non~ : e
& : governmental information =, ‘ , L

-centers as means.for distri- - - ' R
bution of governmentally A o .
 distributable information RS
“ instead of creating new’ ' -
- e governmental units or © - L -
e Ee expandmg exlstmg ones." X e

I e ‘:F*" ’
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